Abstract: This article documents the emergence of the Denotified Rights Action Group (DNG-RAG), a national social movement orchestrated to assert the citizenship rights of adivasi (indigenous) populations in India. It assesses the movement's efforts to engage the central Indian government in meaningful dialogue to accommodate the inclusion of marginalized adivasis in the democratic politics of the nation. In doing so, the DNT-RAG reasserts the primacy of the Indian state as the principal engine driving the project of nation building, and as such, the site that activists target to further an agenda of equitable development and democratic rights for those known as India's Denotified Tribes.
INTRODUCTION
In February 1998, Budhan, a member of the Sabar community in West Bengal, died while in police custody. The young adivasi 1 (indigenous) man had left home one morning on his bicycle to commute to the market. En route he was arrested by Ashok Roy, the officer in charge of the local Barabazar police station. Budhan was detained on the allegation that he was involved in a theft in the surrounding area. Incarcerated in the Purulia jail, Budhan was denied food, water and subjected to repeated torture (Devi 2001) ; 6 days later, he was found Budhan had been murdered.
In the aftermath of Budhan's death, Mahasweta Devi travelled to Gujarat to deliver a guest lecture at the Bhasha Research and Publication Centre, a non-governmental organization based in Baroda that was founded in 1996 to advance adivasi cultures and rights.
Devi gave a passionate address that spoke not only of the recent events in West Bengal but also the abysmal living conditions experienced by India's DNT groups. She called for united action. It was a serendipitous moment that proved to be the beginning of a movement. Here, she reencountered Ganesh Devy, 4 the founder of Bhasha, as well as Laxman Gaikwad, a DNT writer and activist based in Maharashtra, igniting the formation of the Denotified Rights Action Group (DNT-RAG) in March 1998. As a coalition of prominent activists drawing on long histories of political agitation staged by DNT communities, the DNT-RAG has emerged as a national social movement focused on asserting an agenda of social justice.
In this article, I document the efforts of the DNT-RAG to engage the highest echelons of the Indian political executive in constructive dialogue to further the collective rights of historically marginalized DNT populations. I begin by narrating the movement's decision to target the central government and its strategic use of scale to redress injustice. The DNT-RAG views the central state as their best bet for enacting progressive legislation and securing DNTs' equal (but differentiated) right to participate in the political community of the nation.
In a very concrete way, the DNT-RAG works with the awareness that it is not the universality of rights that define democratic politics in India, but rather the machinations of government that depend upon the technological and discursive practices through which subjects are rendered governed. In mobilizing to bring subaltern DNTs within the structures of law and governance, the movement demonstrates how the technologies, knowledges and categories that comprise India's governmental apparatus remain a focal point of resistance politics. The DNT-RAG labours to disrupt the legal and administrative lacuna that has excluded these populations from India's substantial rights-protecting and developmental structures that were instituted in the early post-independence period. The territoriality of the Indian state is critical because, despite the past decades of liberalization, it remains regarded as the principal engine driving the project of nation building.
In negotiating for the recognition and inclusion of DNT populations, I argue that the DNT-RAG enacts an accommodation politics (Appadurai 2002; Roy 2009 
Scales of Justice
The formation of the DNT-RAG traces a particular geography of solidarity. In describing the origins of the movement, Ganesh Devy observed:
I had met Laxman Gaikwad, the DNT writer who writes in Marathi, my mother tongue. In 1994, the two of us traveled to China in a literary delegation. I met Mahasweta Devi for the first time in February 1998, though I had corresponded with her in 1984, when I used to edit the magazine Setu, to which she had contributed two long stories. Thus, in our March 1998 meeting in Baroda, the three of us met entirely as writers. I had no idea of Mahasweta Devi's activist life, not about Laxman's life as an activist (though I knew that he belonged to some workers' union)... In scaling up its activism, Ganesh Devy suggests that it took time for him to realize how the movement was related to a broader discourse of human rights in and beyond India.
Devy: We did not know that there was a National Human Rights Commission in India. I knew about the black literary movement in the US, but did not know that a lot of international human rights activity was taking place at that time. During this literary conference, they joined writers and activists from the USA, South Africa and Ethiopia to engage the legacies of colonialism and explore possibilities for transnational dialogue.
These moments presented an important site of organizing. Yet, it is imperative to emphasize the priority the DNT-RAG places on the national scale. Its activism does not exemplify a "globalization from below" or a subscription to a transnational public sphere.
Rather, the DNT-RAG has made a very deliberate use of scale, decidedly focusing its efforts on the central Indian government to further the elusive rights of DNT populations. Ganesh
Devy argues this is an essential strategy because:
The remoter the sight of injustice, the greater the scales of justice. Now, the state government has Members of the Legislature (MLAs) who know these communities as their day-to-day reality. And so to change their minds, it is more difficult. But when the central government decides, it becomes law, [and] There is much ground to question Devy's claim that the central Indian government in New
Delhi is somehow more responsive to the issue of DNT rights and welfare. One could well argue that all levels of government remain deeply ambivalent about (if not enable) the systemic exclusion of DNT groups. These issues will be interrogated in due course. In one respect, it is important to realize that much of Devy's work (within the DNT-RAG network)
is based in Gujarat. His testimony thus needs to be understood within the socio-economic landscape of a state that functions as a laboratory for aggressive experiments in economic liberalization (Gidwani 2008) and in the consolidation of a muscular Hindutva or Hindu nationalism (Corbridge and Harriss 2000) . In Gujarat, the forces of state-sponsored ethnonationalism and liberalization intersect to violently undermine minority rights (as witnessed in the 2002 pogrom in Ahmedabad). 7 The purpose of the DNT-RAG was to unite disparate struggles throughout India, and other members of the movement, working in different states, share the value of pressing the central government. However, the success of the DNT-RAG in accessing the corridors of political power-a critical component of their accommodation politics-may be dependent on the political configuration of the governing United
Progressive Alliance (UPA) party in New Delhi.
In targeting the current UPA government, the movement reaffirms the primacy of the nation state as the dominant frame within which to assert DNT rights and press for their accommodation in the structures and laws over which the national government retains sovereignty. This represents a tactic that takes up Jim Glassman's (2002) Rather than invoking the ideal of the universal, the DNT-RAG attempts to negotiate the accommodation of DNT populations within the rights and subject categories already defined in the Indian constitution. As Spivak argues in describing her work with Mahasweta Devi:
It is not a question of resituating anything. Those laws have been in existence in the 1947-49 Constitution and then the denotification of 1952. It is not really anything of subject-forming importance, it's an agency question, a validation that already exists. We have to be able to distinguish between law and justice although there isn't a strict distinction but it's a relationship without relationship, if you like, between ethics and politics. What we are talking about is the calculus of politics (Bhasha 2000:10) .
The DNT-RAG does not seek to assert the humanity of DNT groups independent of the administrative and legal structures of the Indian state. The movement has made use of the global but concentrates its activism on the central government because it maintains that while it remains the greatest violator of DNT rights, it also retains the sovereign power to enact national rights and enforce them under the rule of law. The movement thus realizes what Asad describes as the "divergence between the moral authority of norms and the political force of state laws". The DNT-RAG refocuses the constitutive power of the political, which is to say the ability of state agencies to function as mechanisms for social justice. The state maintains the authority to determine whose rights are and are not to be protected.
The DNT-RAG is keenly aware not only of the critical importance of new legislation but also accessing existing mechanisms in the Indian constitution, such as Articles 342 and 366, which, at the time of independence, defined the country's Scheduled Tribes and enshrined the state's obligations to further their socio-economic improvement and political inclusion. This, then, is part of an elaborate developmental and rights-protecting apparatus meant to make special provision for specific populations in India in terms of education, livelihood, representation, and protection from violence, along with a plethora of social welfare schemes coordinated by Tribal Developmental Authorities and various planning agencies. It is a belief in the power of the central government over institutional structures that has prompted the past decade of activism staged by the DNT-RAG. This is a movement pressuring state actors to fulfill their constitutional responsibilities by providing meaningful accommodation to DNT populations within the structures of formal governance. I now turn to the scope and limits of the movement's dialogue with state agencies.
Dialoguing the State and Organizing Politics
The DNT-RAG began its engagement with the central Indian government by submitting a petition to India's National Human Rights Commission (NHRC) in 2000. "It was only accidentally that I read about the NHRC in India", observed Ganesh Devy, "which was, at that time, fairly new. After reading that an agency like [the] NHRC exists in India, I decided to write to them. Mahasweta Devi's reputation as a writer helped us in getting an appointment." Devy wrote in the hopes of drawing attention to the plight of DNT groups across the country, and urged for action to be taken to address specific instances of state violence, along with the widespread denial of these communities' constitutional rights. After a meeting with the director of the NHRC in New Delhi, the DNT-RAG was invited to form an ancillary body to draft a report, which was eventually forwarded by the Commission to the Indian Ministry of Social Justice and Empowerment. The NHRC was moved by the appeals of the DNT-RAG, concluding that:
The continued plight of these groups of communities... is an eloquent illustration of the failure of the machinery for planning, financial resources allocation and budgeting and administration in the country to seriously follow the mandate of the Constitution (Bhasha 2006:132-133) . I've been doing this for many years. I write these days for Frontier, and even for Economic and Political Weekly, and I have been doing a regular column contribution to Bengali dailies since 1982. Wherever there is exploitation, I report it immediately. I write directly to the pertinent ministerial department. I send a copy to the area, they make a mass-signature effort and go to the local authority. Each minister has one to two hundred of my letters. I think a creative writer should have a social conscience. I have a duty toward society. Yet I don't know why I do these things. This sense of duty is an obsession . . . And this journalistic exposure is very necessary. The government officials admit that they are afraid of me. What will I write next?
Devi reveals how powerful public figures can be put to work to exert pressure on state actors.
Beyond showering ministers with petitions, it was only the personal reputations of Devi and
Devy that enabled a meeting with Prime Minister Singh, and thus opened up an important opportunity to discuss the conditions of India's DNT communities. Moreover, I suggest that members of the DNT-RAG have been "given the right" (and responsibility) to represent precisely because they are entrusted to critically engage with the machinery of the state on behalf of DNTs. As Spivak narrates:
It is true that they [adivasis] were calling Mahasweta Devi "Mother", and comparing her relationship to them to Bapuji's ["respected father", the name used to describe Gandhi] relationship to the Indian Harijans. Now you and I know how to read this narrative partially...but at the same time this is a kind of giving the right to represent, in loco parentis, as much as parliamentary elections are, as, technically, primus interpares, though that is, of course, never ever true. I, myself, find it exceedingly strange that so-called activists always talk about this speaking for business as if parliamentary democracy is the best model of identification. They have forgotten the noble and careful act of speaking about, informing, knowledge as descriptive information. Although the petition [to the UN] begins that way, I have no hesitation signing it because we have been chosen to agitate for those whose agitation was foiled by our kind (Bhasha 2000:8-9 ).
This leadership thus represents one potent channel through which action is coordinated on a press forward in preparing its own report for the union government.
State Amnesia and Counter Counting
Members of the TAG were intimately familiar with the issues affecting DNT communities, and they certainly possessed the expertise to report these conditions. But in preparing its findings for the Ministry of Social Justice and Empowerment, they faced a daunting challenge, as there is no existing numeration of these groups in India. This absence stems from the fact that this is a population category untracked in the country's national census. 
Accommodation Politics
The DNT-RAG submitted its findings to the central government in 2006, and there its report has marooned. The Ministry of Social Justice and Empowerment has not acted on any of its recommendations. As the term of the NCDNSNT expired, the TAG disbanded as an official advisory body. Members of the DNT-RAG remain resilient, and are now calling for further mobilization to hold state agencies and elected officials accountable to promises of accommodation.
Ganesh Devy: There was nobody there in 1998 when we started the Rights Action Group. Nobody had thought of the DNTs, but in ten years time to get so many organizations interested in it, to get a national commission setup, to prepare a report, to get the Prime Minister interested in the issue. I have spoken to Manmohan Singh twice on this issue, and he knows that such an issue exists. I think it's a long way we have come . . . So now that the [2009 general] elections are over, it is time for people to mobilize once again to ask for the implementation of the TAG report...Somebody will have to do it, and that's where, if there is a good rapport with the government, the government is willing to act but a little push is needed...This report will go to the parliament, and when the parliament accepts the report for implementation, it then becomes obligatory for all state governments to adhere to those guidelines (interview, 18 November 2009).
Devy intimates that the DNT-RAG has accomplished much in a relatively short period of time, and the coalition remains committed to a methodical, patient dialogue. The introduction of the movement's report to the Ministry of Social Justice and Empowerment can itself be read as a performative act that opens up the possibility to prompt significant change. It has furthered the conversation within a formal political arena, which has the potential to get policy makers and senior politicians thinking and acting on the issues. In writing about the possibilities of dialogue with state agents, Arjun Appadurai (2004:78) reminds us that, "Not all these promises may be kept (or even meant) but they change the climate of negotiation, place certain commitments on public record and produce a common terrain of aspiration."
In attempting to change the climate of negotiation, the DNT-RAG deploys an oppositional politics increasingly common in India. Rather than organize to confront state power, the movement has opted for what Appadurai (2002:22) formally recognize a number of adivasi languages. This led to India's Planning Commission instituting funding opportunities designed to promote the cultural activities of DNT groups.
As a scholar of post-colonial literature, Ganesh Devy is sensitive to how the support of (rapidly disappearing) adivasi languages and dialects represents an integral part of strengthening cultural systems. This reflects the emphasis that the DNT-RAG places on culture as a site of politics and resistance.
Devy also speaks not only to the pragmatism of activists but also the sense of hope that drives the movement's patient engagement with state agents. "Bearing witness to spaces of hope", argue Ben Anderson and Jill Fenton (2008:76) , "involves thinking of ordinary, quotidian, life as not-yet-become". The DNT-RAG press for a future it hopes is on the horizon. It hopes that Prime Minister Singh was genuine when, in a conference held in November 2009 with India's state Chief Ministers, he testified on public record that there has been a "systematic failure" to include adivasis in the country's accelerated economic growth.
Prime Minister Singh suggested further that, "The alienation built over decades is now taking a dangerous turn. We must change our ways of dealing with tribals. We have to win the battle 
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The dichotomy here reveals the Janus face of the Indian state and its key actors, such as PM Singh. While parts of its machinery appear willing to dialogue with prominent cultural figures, state actors continue to violate DNT rights and remain unmoved in a substantive way by the welfare of historically vulnerable populations. 12 The DNT-RAG nonetheless continues to hope amidst a rising conflict and the dire living conditions experienced by many DNT communities across the country. " [H] opes are mobilized and modulated to continue relations of suffering or loss", remind Anderson and Fenton (2008:79) , "hopes can sustain valued ways of being or herald, however faintly, alternative better ways of being". It is the possibility for a "better way of being" that sustains the DNT-RAG. One can only hope that the central government will engage this coalition and take seriously its appeals for equitable accommodation for India's 60 million DNTs. For that future, they continue to wait.
interrelations between many organizations and the movement, which blur the flexible boundaries between developmental politics and social movement activism. Given the important awareness that many such institutions do little more than reproduce caste and class inequities, there is much ground to be critical of NGO work and the NGOization of development in India (see Fowler 1994; Harriss 2001; Hulme and Edwards 1997; Ray and Katzenstein 2005) . Datta (2010) , Guha (2007) and Roy (2010) .12 In addition to the conflict in east-central India, there have been many failures to implement policy designed to protect vulnerable populations and ensure their access to state resources. The Provisions of the Panchayats Act of 1996 have not been ratified by state governments. The implementation of the NREGA remains extremely uneven across the country. The National Commission of Scheduled Tribes has never asserted its independence from the Ministry of Tribal Affairs, and thus failed to work with the enormous powers mandated by the Indian constitution to investigate the violations of rights and ensure the implementation of constitutional provisions. The effectiveness of the Prevention of Atrocities Act has been limited, characterized by an abysmally low conviction rate and a long backlog of pending cases. Moreover, the Habitual Offenders Act of 1952 has not been repealed, nor amendments made to the much-maligned Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act of 1958. This is despite the express concern of civil rights attorneys, DNT activists, as well as the United Nations Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination (United Nations 2007a , 2007b .
